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Re Ly Puere Commumcation
RM-10822 /7 CC Docket 96-45 Wesiearn Wiicless Pettion 1o Eliinare Rate of Renern Regulation of Icwmbent

Local Exchanve Carriery
ireat Cridinman Foweii

Rural Uelephone Sevvice Company, tnc ¢C"Ruwal™). arural incumbent local exchange carrier providing service in
northwestern Kansds, would hike 1o take this opporitumity o address statements made by Western Wareless (“WW™) in ats
Petinon 10 Eliminate Rate of Return Regulation of Tncumbent Tocal Exchange Carriers (“Pettion™)  Speaifically, Rural
will address statements contained in Artachment A e said Peution regarding the Kansas “case study” that purperts (o
tepresent certain issues that drose dunng Runal’s audit by the Kansas Corporation Commission ("KCC™)

WW makes several statements regarcding the audit of Rural by the KCC, which took place during the years 2000 and 2001
The starements made m Arachment A relaed o Ruial, in most instances, sevetely misrepresent the tacts of the case TFor
example. WW states that Rural ““claamed mare property tax expense than it had actually paid during the test year™
tAtachment A, page 6) This statement 1 patently false and demonstrates a misconception of how the state ratemaking
process works m Kansas . WW's statement regarding property tax expense reters to a proforma, or normalizing, adjustment
made 10 Rural’s 1999 test year, which 1n this case recognized that Rural’s property tax expense was lower when measured
I'1 months beyond the end of the test year (1 e . November 20000 Rural did not clatm expense that it had not paid, and
WW’s statement (o the contrary should be scen as incorrect propaganda

WW also clanms that the Comimission found that Rural had excess intrastate revenues of $801.533 (Attachment A, page 6)
larat ot all. the amount quoted by WW does not retlect the final KCC determimanon Secondly, WW 15 cbviously
attempting to correlate state ewnings and rawermaking procedures with those under the Commussion’s jurisdiction — namely,
mterstate aceess and federal universal service support This correlanion, that i some way Rural’s revenue requirement on d
Kansas jurisdictional basis can be compaied o its interstate 1evenue equirement, cannot be made tor many reasons, the
mostappairent being the differmg rates of return authorized by the KCC and the FCC - This, in many instances, accounts tor
what the KCC may hind as revenue excess, when, if the same financial statements were examined under the FCC’s rules,
ihe company may be carming under 1ts authorized rate of return n the interstate jurisdiction

WW cluims that Rural uses depreciation rates not permtied by the KCC Al the depreciation rates Rural utihzes have been
approved thiough Orders from the KOO This 1s another frivolous and exaggerated claim by WW  Finally, the inclusion ot
lobbying and corporate image adverfising expense was a misunderstanding and disagreement with the KCC on the

interpretaticon of the rules which can wise inany rate case proceeding

[n summary, miven the mistepresentation of facts, the Commission should not rely on WW’s Artachment A i s
dehiberations duning this pioceeding

Sincerely.
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